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Purpose

Online user reviews have increasingly become a popular means by which the lay person can both procure advice and offer personal opinions. Amazon, the electronic retail giant, is a prominent example of a site which hosts such user generated content; the opinions of its repository of reviewers have become an important source of assurance provision. This paper suggests that Amazon provides an example of how audit logics have entered new spaces. In Amazon, we witness the construction of auditability in the virtual world. This may explain the popularity and authority seemingly enjoyed by user reviews. 

Methodology

The paper uses the methodological approach of netnography (Kozinets, 2002). This new methodology has emerged in order to undertake ethnographic research within virtual communities. Applying this methodology to the case of Amazon involved becoming familiar with the operational features of the site and analysing its textual discourse.

Findings

The paper identifies in Amazon, Power’s (1996) three examples of how auditability is invoked: through rhetorics of measurability, auditable systems of control, and reliance on experts. The paper therefore argues that online user reviews are reflective of the extension of audit society into the virtual world.

Originality

The paper explores the possibilities of the virtual world for accounting research, a world which is an increasingly prominent feature of popular culture. In addition, the paper responds to recent calls to examine the processes of assurance provision beyond the traditional domain of financial audit.  
1.	Introduction
The virtual world offers accounting scholars a new and growing research vista. Some important contributions in this arena have already been made. For example, a special issue of Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal as early as 2006 was devoted to the theme of Accounting in Cyberspace. An important theme from this scholarship was the power of the internet as a means of disseminating accounting information (Gallhofer and Haslam, 2006). The virtual world is also, as Gallhofer et al. (2006) have persuasively argued, a useful forum in which counter accounts can be disseminated. This is particularly the case with the advent of Web 2.0 sites, the popular term for internet sites that encompass the technological advances that enable the user to become an active participant in generating content. Recognising this phenomenon, recent accounting scholarship has highlighted the potential of the virtual world as a research site. For example, MacKenzie et al. (2013) argue that studies of the virtual world can inform our understanding of what constitutes as accountability, while Lowe et al. (2012) suggest that the internet provides us with a fascinating forum for witnessing new forms of accountability. 

This paper echoes such calls to explore the possibilities of the virtual world for accounting research. In particular it suggests the potential of the online user review for our understanding of the concept of audit. A number of commentators have recently suggested that insights into audit practice, and how it might evolve, may be gleaned by examining modes of assurance provision in non traditional domains; in other words to move beyond the confines of financial audit (Andon and Free, 2012; Chapman and Peecher, 2011; Cooper and Morgan, 2013). An example of such a non traditional domain is the website that hosts user generated content in the form of the user review. The increasing proliferation of these sites, in all their myriad manifestations, bears testament to the significance of this phenomenon. A vivid illustration of the power of the user review is captured in Google’s latest initiative, called Shared Endorsement, in which it harnesses the might of its vast network to gather and then deploy user reviews in Google product advertisements[1].   

Jeacle and Carter (2011) examined the user review based travel website TripAdvisor (www.tripadvisor.com (​http:​/​​/​www.tripadvisor.com​)), and proposed that its popularity may be illustrative of the expanding scope of audit society (Power, 1997). In user review sites, they argue, we witness a society seeking the verification of everything (Pentland, 2000). The rituals of verification engaged in by the online reviewer, they suggest, may be central to understanding the assurance generated by sites which play host to lay opinion as opposed to traditional expertise. Consequently, Jeacle and Carter (2011, p.307) suggest that “research which seeks to understand the creation of trust through the scaffolding of audit society would be insightful”. 

This paper seeks to contribute to this field of scholarship by examining the assurance project at work in the case of the online retail giant Amazon. It suggests that Amazon can be viewed as a further example of the expanding scope of audit, and one which manifests itself in the context of the virtual world. Hence the paper seeks to understand how audibility is constructed in online spaces. In so doing, the paper may not only further inform our understanding of audit, but also shed some light on the popularity and authority seemingly enjoyed by the user generated reviews. The sociology of audit has become a rich vein in recent accounting scholarship, with the work of Carrington (2010) and Carrington and Catasús (2007) making important additions to the domain. At the heart of this paper lies an attempt to understand the role of audit in the creation of trust and comfort in contemporary society and hence the interpretation of the Amazon case is theoretically informed by the work of Power (1996). The paper identifies in Amazon three ways by which auditability is invoked: through rhetorics of measurability, auditable systems of control, and reliance on experts (Power, 1996). In this manner, the paper suggests that the user review constitutes a form of audit and that the popularity and prevalence of user review sites vividly illustrates audit society in operation. It also raises the issue of the increasing influence of the voice of the online lay user over the opinion of the traditional expert. For example, is today’s blogger tomorrow’s auditor? 

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. First, attention is paid to the new and growing literature in accounting scholarship which observes how audit logics are expanding into ever new territories. The theoretical underpinnings of the paper are set out in the third section by examining Power’s (1996) work on the circumstances in which auditability is invoked. Section four aims to provide a contextual backdrop to later discussions by examining the growing popularity of online user reviews. The methodological approach of netnography (Kozinets, 2002) is outlined in the subsequent section. The sixth section is devoted to a consideration of the virtual retailer Amazon. Drawing on earlier theoretical deliberations, the paper identifies in Amazon aspects of Power’s (1996) thesis on the manner in which auditability is constructed. Section seven considers the transmogrification of audit in the virtual world, how this expands our understanding of audit, and the implications for the audit profession. The final section contains some concluding remarks.

2.	The expanding scope of audit logics 

At a superficial level, the topics of Amazon and auditing are not obviously linked. What, after all, have the musings of random reviewers on a consumer website got to do with the practices of audit? This depends on one’s perception of the boundaries of audit and what the phenomenon of an audit explosion means for the territorial scope of scholarly accounting research. Certainly Power (1997, p.4) ascribes to a belief in audit’s broad scope and one which is not “restricted to financial matters alone”. Such a notion of auditability is already obvious in the diverse array of checks and quality controls that are labeled as audit, particularly within the domain of the public sector. Both Power (2003) and Pentland (2000) have remarked upon the expanding nature of audit practices into new territories and call for further empirical research to discover the array of activities that are increasingly falling under the label of audit. More recently, drawing on Miller’s (1998) thesis that the margins of accounting are being constantly redrawn, Power (2011, p.324) observes how financial audit operates within a “larger field of evaluation, inspection and assurance elements which are fluid at the margins”. 

This sense of a fluidity around audit has prompted recent calls to examine the concept of audit in non traditional domains or as Francis (2011) puts it, to embrace auditing without borders. By moving beyond the scope of financial audit, we can “momentarily divorce concepts of auditing and assurance from financial statement accounting” (Chapman and Peecher, 2011, p.267), and hence glean new insights on the nature of audit and assurance provision more generally. For example, Andon and Free (2012, p.153) suggest that “adaptations of audit logics in new spaces may transmogrify conventional auditing principles and procedures”, while Cooper and Morgan (2013, p.433) argue that the study of innovative sites of assurance provision “may provide ways forward and inputs into deliberations about future developments of auditing”.    

Empirical work on such new auditable contexts has been innovative and diverse in nature. Take for example Free et al’s (2009) study of the audit of the Financial Times MBA rankings. The authors note how the explosion of rankings in contemporary society offers an opportunity for the audit firm; the stamp of professional audit is a way of differentiating one set of rankings from another. KPMG have taken up this opportunity by entering the new space of MBA rankings assurance. Free et al’s (2009) study reveals how the enrolment of auditors is seen to imbue these rankings with legitimacy and hence provides an illustrative example of the means by which legitimacy derived from audit can enter new domains. The authors reflect on how the business schools subject to the audit exhibited an ‘affirmatory legitimacy’; they welcomed the idea of the audit and thoroughly engaged with it because it affirmed their reputation. Additionally, the authors refer to the notion of a ‘derived legitimacy’ – the idea that audit bestows legitimacy not only on the parties that are audited but also those parties who draw upon the audited data, in this case the Financial Times. The study also provides insights into the nature of the audit process in such new territories. For example, in contrast to financial audit, issues such as engagement scope and audit procedures were determined in a much more negotiated and pragmatic manner.

Another new domain in which we witness the entry of audit is the world of rugby. Andon and Free (2012) examine the role of audit following the breach of salary cap by the Melbourne Storm Rugby League Club. Specifically, the paper highlights how audit was mobilised as a form of crisis management in the subsequent media frenzy surrounding the scandal. In this manner, the authors reveal the significant role of audit as a means of re-legitimating tarnished organisations, in this case both the club itself and the National Rugby League, the body which imposes and monitors enforcement of the cap. The paper also suggests how some conventional features of audit may transmogrify within new arenas. In this case for example, the concept of independence was not seen as crucial in achieving assurance within salary cap auditing; rather there was a recognition of the importance of local knowledge and connections. In a subsequent paper by Andon et al. (2014), the way in which auditors compete for legitimacy in salary cap auditing in Australia and Canada is investigated.  
In particular, the authors examine the strategies which auditors use to establish jurisdiction in these new spaces. Using a Bourdieusian framework, the authors argue that legitimacy in new roles is generated not necessarily through recourse to professional skills and knowledge but rather through capital. The case indicates the importance of social, symbolic and cultural capital to salary cap auditors in establishing their remit. Consequently, the paper recognises that the traditional protocols of audit may not automatically hold sway beyond the financial reporting domain and hence that auditors need to be adaptable if they are to be successful in new audit spaces. 

Further examples of empirical work in non traditional audit domains include O’Dwyer et al’s., (2011) study of sustainability auditing, Barrett and Gendron’s (2006) examination of a Big 4 venture into auditing of e-commerce systems, Jamal and Sunder’s (2011) investigation of the certification processes in the trading of baseball cards, and Jeacle’s (2014) analysis of assurance provision in the movie awards industry. Each of these research papers contributes further to our understanding of the role of audit beyond its financial attest function. For example, O’Dwyer et al.’s (2011) study has shown the significance of information content in assurance statements, that user understanding is an important attribute of assurance provision when venturing outside of the traditional audit domain. Jamal and Sunder’s (2011) consideration of the issue of independence in new audit spaces suggests that this traditional characteristic of audit quality may not necessarily hold such significance in new audit spaces. Barrett and Gendron’s (2006) work illustrates the potential limits of the professional auditor’s jurisdiction, that forays beyond the immediate field of financial audit may be prone to failure where other criteria are deemed more important than the stamp of approval of the audit firm. Meanwhile, Jeacle’s (2014) study of KPMG’s role as scrutineer of the annual BAFTA film awards, suggests the importance of performance ritual in the auditor’s role as assurance provider in alternate domains; Big 4 audit firms in particular, seem well equipped to deliver a successful performance to a stakeholder audience.

This paper seeks to contribute to this extant literature by investigating the role of user reviews in the broader assurance project. The need for user reviews such as those hosted within Amazon arose within a highly specific context. Traditionally consumers invested their trust in local shopkeepers, and “trust releases us from the need for checking” (Power, 1997, p.1). However, an abandonment of their services has prompted the need for new mechanisms of auditability. As Power (2003, p.368) observes: “new objects and practices are continually being made auditable, and now ‘assurable’, as old ways of doing them break down”. Online forums have emerged to fill a newly created vacuum and have become trusted intermediaries. Jeacle and Carter (2011) have argued that the trust engendered by the user reviews on the travel website TripAdvisor centres on its operation as an abstract system (Giddens, 1990; 1991) and the role of calculative technologies therein. However, they suggest that future accounting scholarship on user reviews should be theoretically informed by Power’s (1997) work on audit society. Taking up that task, this paper argues that the user review represents a form of audit. In the gathering of evidence on the product, expression of opinion and independence from the seller, the user review exhibits the conceptual ingredients of audit as outlined by Power (1997, p.5). Encompassing a virtual arena within audit’s expanding brief recognizes the power of the idea of audit in every aspect of social and economic life. Audit therefore, is not confined to the corporate boardroom, nor limited to the transparency demands of the state body. Rather audit enters and actively permeates every dimension of private space, and as this space increasingly operates on a virtual level, it is not surprising that we should witness the “fuzziness” (Power, 1997, p.6) which characterizes audit at work within this new setting. Indeed, within the verification rituals within such virtual worlds we may come to glimpse the full power and meaning of the term ‘audit society’.  

3.	Audit Society
There are very few examples of research within the field of accounting that have had a reach and influence beyond the immediate domain of the discipline. However, the work of LSE academic Michael Power is one of those rare exceptions. His thoughts have enjoyed much success within the broad social sciences (Hopwood, 2009) and indeed, it is possible to posit that the term ‘audit society’ (Power, 1997) has effectively entered common parlance. The core tenet of Power’s thesis is that we are increasingly witnessing an extension of the tentacles of audit into ever new territories, effectively creating an ‘audit explosion’ (Power, 1994) that enrols domains as diverse as health, education and the environment. In each of these arenas, an “explosion of checking” (Power, 1997, p.3) has erupted such that a variety of forms of audit is appearing. This “logic of auditability” (Power, 1996, p.289) is clearly visible in the form of bodies such as the National Audit Office, and in the ideals of administrative reforms inherent in New Public Management (Hood, 1991). With the decline in traditional modes of power and influence, it seems that audit and the verification it enables, has become the favoured source of legitimacy (Power, 1997). Certainly, notions of trust, comfort, and risk have all played a role in creating the phenomenon of audit as answer to contemporary woes. After all, audit provides that essential degree of comfort when trust is absent or risk present. As Power (1997, p.123) aptly observes auditing has the “character of a certain kind of organisational script whose dramaturgical essence is the production of comfort”. 

The broad notion of an audit society (Power, 1997) theoretically informs the context of this paper. In particular, one specific paper from the extensive body of work produced by this scholar is examined: Power’s (1996) Making Things Auditable. Set against a general movement in British society to make things auditable, in this paper, Power’s (1996) introduces three cases where the concept of auditablity has been invoked. His first case considers the auditability of public sector research (and hence funding) by examining a report commissioned by the British Higher Education Funding Council (HEFC). The report, produced by the accountancy firm Coopers & Lybrand, suggested that auditability would be possible by deploying the measurement technology of time recording, effectively recording academic time under categories such as teaching, research, and consultancy. This case, Power argues, demonstrates that there is a tight linkage between auditing and measurement in the process of making things auditable. “Indeed, making things auditable is also making things measurable.” (Power, 1996, p.299). 

In his second case, Power (1996) investigates the increasingly popular business of quality management. His analysis of the quality assurance process suggests the significant role of impression management techniques in the perceived pursuit of quality. In other words, it is vital that quality is seen to be done. Consequently, a central component in the construction of quality is not only the quality of the actual product or service itself but equally the quality of the organisations’ quality management system. This is where audit plays its starring role. The audit, and the certification it carries, is an important means by which an organisation’s internal system of quality control becomes publicly accountable. As Power (1996, p.300) observes: “Without audit and the certification that follows from audit, quality remains too private an affair. It is as if there is no quality without quality assurance.” Audit confers legitimacy on an organization’s system of control such that quality can be made more public.

Power’s (1996) third case illustrates how auditability can be achieved through reliance, not only on the work of the auditors themselves, but also through reliance on other perceived experts in the field. Set against the background of the UK brand accounting debate and the issue of brand valuation, Power (1996) explains how previously subjective matters can achieve objectivity and auditabilty when a climate of acceptance is reached regarding the appropriateness of reliance on a credible expert. In this scenario, a network of trust is established in which the auditor relies on the opinion of the expert in the construction of auditable fact. As Power (1996, p.307) aptly concludes: “It is not verification in the pure and probably unrealizable sense of unmediated contact with the thing to be verified but it makes claims to auditability possible.”

In summary, Power’s (1996) paper provides an illuminating insight into how the broad quest for auditability is invoked. His thoughts will be drawn upon in a later section when attempting to explain the construction of auditability in the virtual world of Amazon. Before undertaking an analysis of this contemporary phenomenon however, it is useful to gain some context on the concept of the online user reviewer.     

4.	The rise of the online user review
The influence of social media in everyday life, and how popular culture not only informs the content of such sites, but is in turn shaped by that content, is increasingly recognised (Hansen, 2010). As Beer and Burrows (2013, p.48) observe: “Popular culture is at the centre of the transformations that have facilitated the accumulation of digital data”. Websites such as Amazon, Twitter, and Facebook are prominent symbols of popular culture. Not surprisingly, such sites are increasingly attracting the attention of popular culture theorists (Nunes, 2011; Harrison, 2010; Chanan, 2012).

With the advent of Web 2.0 technology, internet users are no longer passive voyeurs, but active contributors to content. This has led commentators to coin the term ‘prosumption’ (Ritzer and Jurgenson, 2010), capturing the fact that users are both producers and consumers of web content. As a consequence, the making of media has expanded beyond the preserve of a privileged few to encompass a participatory culture comprising of ordinary citizens (Van Dijck, 2009). Such increased participation in the formation of digital data by ‘ordinary people’, argues Turner (2010) is reflective of a democratisation of media content. It has resulted in a situation  in which “the masses often seek to reach the masses” (Napoli, 2010, p.510).  Such broadening participation offers organizations the attractive proposition of user generated content produced by free labour (Cohen, 2008; Coté and Pybus, 2007) and free marketing for a vast array of brands and services (Napoli, 2010).    

The user review is a particularly prominent type of user generated content. Its increasing popularity argues Blank (2007), is a product of globalization. Reviews clarify complexity and create meaningful distinctions: “Reviews create status hierarchies that people use to sort out and limit their choices to make decisions easier and faster” (ibid., p.198). In the context of the internet, and the sheer volume of data it contains, the stratification function of the user review is particularly powerful (ibid.). And if this ordering results in some form of simple numerical ranking, then the stratification function becomes even more potent as it facilitates distinctions to be made quickly and easily across time and space (ibid., p.199)   

The unique environment of the internet also encourages a dependency on user reviews. For example, as David and Pinch (2008) observe, the online store does not contain all the usual prompts that the consumer might draw upon when evaluating the reputation of a physical store. In the absence of these traditional inputs, “new mechanisms have to compensate for the changes in materiality that the ecommerce environment offers” and user reviews “have become the primary mechanism fulfilling this reputational gap” (ibid., p.341). 

Another rationale for the rise of the user review is that it replicates, albeit on a virtual basis, the characteristics of personal recommendation. The recommendation of a friend or family member has long been recognised as pivotal in deciding on a purchase (Arndt, 1967). With the advent of the internet, personal recommendations have found a new vehicle for their communications (Litvin et al., 2008). Known as electronic word of mouth communications or eWOM (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004), these opinions thrive in virtual communities where online members share a common interest and come together to exchange information and knowledge. Hence voluntary contributions of this nature are becoming valuable depositories of knowledge for the public (Peddibhotla and Subramani, 2007). Indeed, once an organization creates a platform for online communities, it to some extent loses control in that the communities will “develop a life of their own” (Wiertz and de Ruyter, 2007, p.370). As Christodoulides (2009, p.142) observes, users “develop their own perspective on companies and brands, a view that is often in conflict with the image a brand wishes to convey”.

Consequently, in online opinions and user reviews, the internet user appears to have found a site in which to place their trust. A central element to this credibility is that online reviewers seem to be perceived as more objective and independent than professional experts (Schmallegger and Carson, 2008; Bickart and Schindler, 2001). The comments and opinions of ‘real’ users “have a kind of proletarian, homespun appeal” (Blank, 2007, p.108). On the other hand, it is the very fact that user reviews are generated by ‘regular’ users rather than professionals that opens them up to the common criticism that their content is dubious in nature, reflecting merely the preferences of biased consumers. In addition, as Van Dijck (2009) has pointed out, the processes and protocols involved in filtering and then presenting user reviews are not in the hands of the actual users, but the staff of the respective websites. This prompts the question as to whether so-called user generated content in fact accurately reflects the views of actual users.

Notwithstanding such concerns however, there is an increasing recognition that the internet is having a significant impact on notions of expertise (Lamont, 2012). More specifically, the rise in user generated content is bringing the distinction between the amateur and professional to the centre of debate (Van Dijck, 2009). According to Keen (2007), the ‘cult of the amateur’ has prompted the demise of the professional. Similarly, David and Pinch (2008) note how in many areas of cultural production, the user review is offering an alternative to the professional expert. Such a shift is perhaps an inevitable consequence of the widening participation that Web 2.0 has facilitated. In this brave new world, traditional communicators have “no status of exclusivity” (Napoli, 2010, p. 510) and hence the power of the lay people increasingly holds sway.    

5.	Methodology
As noted at the outset of the paper, the virtual world offers the accounting scholar an exciting new research horizon. Indeed, for the social science researcher more generally, the internet provides a rich data set (Jones, 1999; Lee et al., 2008), and one which has the advantage of being accessible on a continuous basis (Mann and Stewart, 2000). It has facilitated new ways of gathering data (Rasmussen, 2008), and this is not limited to the web survey (Dillman, 2007) or the opinion mining of the marketer (Pang and Lee, 2008). Rather, the internet also offers a novel means by which human behaviour within the virtual world can be observed (Hewson and Laurent, 2008). In this regard, the study of blogs, online forums, and user review sites constitutes a form of virtual ethnography (Hine, 2000). The term ‘netnography’ has emerged to capture this new and burgeoning methodological approach:    

‘Netnography’, or ethnography on the Internet, is a new qualitative research methodology that adapts ethnographic research techniques to study the cultures and communities that are emerging through computer-mediated communications. (Kozinets, 2002, p.62).

This paper uses the methodological approach of netnography to study the case of Amazon, one of the world’s largest online retailers. Founded in 1995 by Princeton graduate Jeffrey Bezos (Landau, 2013), it initially sold only books, but has since expanded its offerings to a vast selection of consumer products including furniture, electronics, toys, clothes and jewellery. The company also produces the Kindle electronic book reader which is challenging traditional publishing forms through its direct publishing facility. Traded on NASDAQ since 1997, the company employs around 97,000 staff and reported sales of over $88 billion in 2014[2]. Amazon earns this revenue by taking a cut of every item sold through the website and also through on site advertising.


5.1 Data collection
Applying netnography to the case of Amazon involved firstly becoming familiar with the operational features of the site; hence the manner in which the site hosts its user reviews was established. This involved documenting how Amazon rates its products using a star rating system based on user review scores, how this star rating is displayed on the site, how user reviews are ordered on the basis of their helpfulness to other users, and how reviewers themselves can be ranked according to the quantity and quality of their reviews. Equally the process by which a user could submit a book or product review and the guidelines around such a submission were studied. To this end, the author registered as a customer with Amazon and undertook a number of book and product reviews. 

However, there is more to internet mediated research than these operational issues. According to Kozinets (2002, p.64) “Netnography is based primarily on the observation of textual discourse”. To this end, the formal discourse of Amazon’s rhetoric regarding user reviews was studied alongside the contents of individual user reviews themselves. The approach to this data gathering exercise was informed by theoretical sampling (Glaser and Strauss, 1967) in that the researcher initially commenced the data gathering with general concepts and perceptions. A starting point in this process was to recognise that although Amazon was initially launched as an online book seller, it now offers a vast array of other products. For example, according to Amazon’s published first quarter trading results for 2015, sales from Media (which includes books) amounted to over $5 billion, but sales of Electronics & Other General Merchandise amounted to an even larger figure of over $15 billion. Assuming that purchases for the home account for a significant amount of sales in this latter category, attention was therefore given to Amazon’s Home & Garden department. Within this category, the focus was directed to those products which were categorised as ‘best sellers’ and which were featured prominently on the site. A random selection from this list of best sellers was made: the Numatic Henry Vacuum, which had been in the top 100 best sellers list for over 200 days. A netnography of the reviews within this category was subsequently conducted with special attention paid to the reviews posted by Amazon’s Top Reviewers and Hall of Fame reviewers. These are reviewers who have been recognised by users of the site for the consistent high quality of their reviews. 

Data collection was conducted over a four month period in 2013, and was updated again in 2015. The collection was unobtrusive in nature in the sense that Amazon reviewers were unaware of the data collection process. Gathering of research material in this manner is one of the advantages of netnography (Kosinets, 2002).  

5.2 Data analysis
Data analysis was undertaken inductively and iteratively throughout and subsequent to the data collection period (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Undertaking a netnography analysis of online content is similar to more traditional qualitative methodological forms in that research themes and patterns emerge from analysis of the data (Creswell, 2007). Themes were refined by a weaving back and forth between the data and literature (Dougherty, 2002). The theoretical framing of the paper also began to emerge during this analysis period, the data informing the theory rather than the imposition of a pre-determined theoretical construct (Ahrens and Dent, 1998). Throughout the whole process, the researcher was conscious of the need to adopt a flexible approach in both the gathering and analysis of data and to be open to ‘surprises’ that might present themselves (Burgess, 1991). As Mintzberg (1979, p.584), remarks: “it is discovery that attracts me to this business, not the checking out of what we think we already know.”

6.	Constructing audit society in the virtual world: The case of Amazon
Before considering the case of Amazon through the theoretical lens of Power (1996), it is useful to provide an overview of the functional aspects of the Amazon site. Quite simply, for every book or product it sells, Amazon offers site users the facility to read the reviews of other consumers of the item, and in turn write their own review[3]. Reviewers can also provide feedback on the reliability of the sellers of products, but this paper will concentrate on the product related reviews only. Amazon actively encourage users to review the products they host as this is a key feature of the site. As they say:
Amazon wants your opinions to be heard. We want customers to get the information they need to make smart buying choices, and we’d love to have your help doing that ... We encourage you to share your opinions, both favorable and unfavorable.[4].

A user who holds a password protected Amazon shopping account can choose to write a review of a book or product by clicking the “Create your own review” tab on the product’s page within the website or by responding to a follow up email from Amazon after purchasing the item. The reviewer is first asked to rate the product on a 1 to 5 scale with 1 star representing ‘I hate it’ and 5 star representing ‘I love it’. The reviewer is then asked to provide a title or headline for their review, for example ‘great product’. The final part of the review process asks the user to “share your opinion” on the book or product by providing text of between 20 to 5,000 words. Amazon provide “tips for writing great reviews” by asking the reviewer to explain why they liked or disliked the book or product, how long they have used it, and how its specific attributes compare to similar items. The aggregate result of user reviews is a numerical ranking of the product under review (from 1 to 5 star) together with a range of personal opinions on its quality. This review information is prominently displayed on the website alongside each product.  

Therefore, the Amazon website offers a mix of qualitative and quantitative review data on its products. User reviews generate both numbered rankings and personal reflections. Users can contribute to content, act merely as voyeurs, or engage in some combination of the two.  

6.1 Making things measurable
As noted in an earlier section, Power (1996) identifies three means by which auditability is invoked. The first way is by constructing a tight link between auditing and measurability; to make things auditable he argues, is to make them measurable. Measurability is a key feature of Amazon’s review process. As noted above, books and products are rated on a 1 to 5 scale within the user review process. This rating is the aggregate result of all user reviews on the book or product and is displayed against an item by way of a yellow star rating. The number of reviews used in creating this score is displayed beside the star rating.

To illustrate the above, consider the case of one of Amazon’s best selling domestic products, the Henry Numatic vacuum, which carries a customer review rating of 4.6 out of 5[5]. This rating was arrived at as a result of 261 individual customer reviews of the vacuum. The breakdown of this 261 across the rating range of 1 to 5 stars is also provided, allowing the user to see, for example, that 206 reviewers awarded the product 5 stars.

Reviews themselves are also measured and subsequently ordered. Users have the option to comment on whether they find a review helpful or not by voting yes or no to the site’s query “Help other customers find the most helpful reviews: Was this review helpful to you?” For example, in the case of the Henry Numatic vacuum, the most helpful review had received 113 positive user votes. This measure is indicated alongside the review. In this manner, Amazon can rank reviews by ordering them according to their degree of helpfulness to users (the aggregate number of positive votes awarded by website users). The review which receives the most helpful votes is given the prime spot at the very start of the review listings. 

In addition, reviewers are subject to measurement in the form of a numeric ranking based on the number of reviews conducted and the number of helpful votes received. 
Amazon produces a list of Top Reviewers which is ranked in numeric order from 1 upwards. This ranking allows Amazon to create categories of reviewer such as Top 1000 Reviewer, Top 500 Reviewer, Top 100 Reviewer, Top 50 Reviewer, Top 10 Reviewer and #1 Reviewer. Given the ‘black box’ nature of the Amazon control function, the Amazon user must place their trust in Amazon staff that these lists and rankings are complied in an accurate and objective manner. 
Consequently, measurement is at the very heart of Amazon’s assurance project. Indeed it is the measurability characteristic that confers the site with such an international audience, the “elegance of the single figure” (Miller 2001, p.382) allows for a ready and easy familiarity across time and virtual space. 

6.2	Verifying a system of control
Power’s (1996) second case in identifying how the concept of auditability is invoked considered the significance of image management within the assurance process and the consequential role for auditing as a public means of verifying an organization’s system of control. Audit, Power argues, is a powerful tool in the delivery of impressions. The task for a virtual provider of reviews is to deliver an impression of credibility around the nature of its review process and the content of its reviews. Negative publicity surrounding user reviews is common place with commentators arguing that both friend and foe are routinely tempted to post biased opinions. 

The Amazon site attempts to build impressions of assurance around its reviews in a number of ways. System controls include the requirement that a reviewer must be a registered Amazon account holder to post a review, and must comply with a range of guidelines. These guidelines explain what is not allowed within the review, and will be removed from the site. These include the use of objectionable language, defamatory remarks, and promotional material [6]. The posting of biased or multiple reviews, by either interested parties in the product or simply disgruntled customers, is a further example of the reviews which Amazon claim are not allowed. Whether the site has the technological capacity to actually identify such prejudiced reviews is unclear –  the partial nature of user generated content is a constant criticism levied against such sites.  In complying with Amazon’s review guidelines, a reviewer in turn places their trust in the site’s controllers to upload their review in an accurate and objective manner. As noted in the previous section, user generated content is generally subject to a level of processing by the respective website’s staff. This is the case with Amazon in that reviews cannot be uploaded directly on the site but are first subject to the scrutiny of the Amazon control function, a function which for the purposes of this paper at least, is a veritable ‘black box’.    

Amazon also constructs credibility around its reviewers by highlighting if the reviewer has used their real name (confirmed by their credit card details) and whether s/he is an “Amazon Verified Purchaser” (i.e. has bought the book or product through the Amazon site). These discriminating marks are clearly indicated on the website whenever a reviewer, to whom they apply, writes a review.

However, Amazon’s most effective form of control is that the site enrols its own users in an audit role by inviting them to critique fellow users’ reviews. Through the process of voting on whether they find reviews helpful or not, reviewers themselves provide the form of external validation which Power (1996, p. 302) argues is essential if a system of control is to be made auditable. In addition, reviewers can make reference to the comments of other reviewers in their review, and in this manner, they provide reinforcing or contradictory evidence with regard to the content of previous reviews. For example, in the Henry Numatic vacuum example, one reviewer posts a contradiction to the other generally positive reviews:

Not impressed. I bought this Henry based on other reviews and it's absolutely rubbish at picking up pet hair. It takes a good 10 minutes to hoover a rug [7].

In this manner, Amazon, and indeed all sites which host user reviews, occupies an interesting organizational space in which its substantive content is both formed and independently verified by an online community. As Power (2011, p.325) aptly observes with regard to the infrastructure of internet review sites, “the technology creates the conditions by which everyone is potentially an auditor on behalf of everyone else”. Hence the reviews act not only as a form of audit opinion on the products subject to review, but also as a means of verifying the content of other reviews. In this manner, a space is created for counter accounts (Gallhofer and Haslem, 2006), whether they be related to the product or a particular user review. In addition, the nature of the internet ensures that such a verification process is not static, but rather constantly fresh and relevant. Making things auditable, argues Power (1996, p.303), “is essentially a process of constructing a particular kind of auditable front region for an organization”. Through a continual process of audit, Amazon creates such a front region to assure users of the credibility of its reviews. 

6.3	Reliance on experts

Power’s (1996) third example discusses how things are made auditable by means of constructing networks of trust through reliance on experts. A consequence of constructing such networks is that it opens up new auditable domains. As Power (1996, p.309) remarks, “a thing which was unauditable at one time may become auditable later by virtue of a shift in the network of trust.” It is not inevitable though that such new domains become the exclusive territory of professional auditors. To what extent might the auditor’s mantle be adopted by the online blogger? More salient to the analysis here, can Amazon reviewers, or online reviewers more generally, be regarded as experts on whom the public can rely? 

David and Pinch’s (2008) study of Amazon’s user reviews raises important issues about the nature of expertise. If one considers the product with which Amazon is most associated, the book, this is a cultural object the evaluation of which has previously been the domain of the book critic. Consequently, book critics have traditionally served as cultural gatekeepers. Amazon, through the medium of the online user review, has created a new form of expertise and one which is based on lay opinion: “whether the reviews are sufficiently expert is determined not by editorial fiat or by credentialed qualifications but by the community” (David and Pinch, 2008, p.353). Amazon reviewers are therefore increasingly providing the editorial function of the traditional book critic, advising readers what to, and what not to read (Blank, 2007). Hence by drawing upon the “wisdom of crowds”, the user review “supersedes a centuries-long institutionalisation of the wisdom of the professional expert” (Power, 2011, p.325). Mellet et al. (2014, p.14) argue that the broadening participation and democratisation that is a characteristic of the user review automatically leads to “the disappearance of the expert”, to be replaced by “the judgment of ordinary consumers”. So we witness the rise of the amateur expert. As discussed in a previous section, the popularity of the opinion of the lay expert taps into a well of reflexive knowledge which appears more credible than that of the professional expert. 

Amazon builds the expert profile of its reviewers by awarding labels such as Top Reviewer and Hall of Fame member, the awards being based on the quantity and quality of reviews undertaken[8]. As noted above, at the end of every product review, Amazon users can comment on whether they find the review helpful or not by voting (clicking) yes or no to the site’s query “Was this review helpful to you?” Amazon  uses these votes to create a list of “Top Reviewers”. 
The Top Reviewers list profiles Amazon.co.uk's leading customer review writers. The individuals on the list all sent us their opinions about specific Amazon.co.uk items, providing fellow shoppers with helpful, honest, tell-it-like-it-is product information.
A further accolade awarded by Amazon to its top reviewers is entry to the Hall of Fame, a category reserved for reviewers who have consistently been voted most helpful over the years. The number of Hall of Fame members is much lower than the number of Top Reviewers reflecting its exclusivity:

This recognition better reflects the magnitude of achievement of our best reviewers who have written so many high-quality reviews over the years. We are humbled by the passion, time and energy these reviewers have dedicated.

Interestingly, real names appear to be commonly used by those appearing in the Top Reviewers and Hall of Fame listing. In a study of Amazon’s top reviewers, Peddibhotla and Subramani (2007, p.335) found that this grouping constituted the “critical mass” of the site. They sustain the depository by not only providing reviews which are perceived as ‘helpful’ to users, but also by populating the site with early reviews on books and products not yet subject to many reviews. In terms of what motivates such top reviewers to contribute to the Amazon site, Peddibhotla and Subramani’s (2007) investigations reveal three main explanations. Social affiliation in the sense of being part of a community of book lovers is a primary motivating factor. Wanting to help others in a spirit of altruism is a second factor. Finally, a desire to reciprocate as a result of finding the reviews of other contributors helpful was identified as a third motivating factor.  

Amazon highlights the holders of Top Reviewer and Hall of Fame positions prominently on its website. These titles serve to recognise, but also enhance, the perceived wisdom and experience of the site’s reviewers. They “mimic offline mechanisms of accreditation” (David and Pinch, 2008, p.353). So when, for example, a Top Reviewer declares “every home should have a Henry” [9] in support of the Numatic Henry Vacuum cleaner of our previous example, this assertion carries weight within the online community. Of course, it is to some extent irrelevant what the reviewer’s actual level of expertise is, whether they have got the substance of their review ‘right’ or ‘wrong’, what matters is that they are seen to be credible experts by fellow users. As Power (1996, p.309) observes: “Once experts are credible, the substance of what they know need not become a direct object of the audit process.” 

7. User reviews, audit society, and the transmogrification of audit
This paper argues that a powerful and pervasive version of audit society is at work within Amazon. All the characteristics which Power (1997) argues constitute the ingredients of audit are present in the Amazon user review: a demand for the product’s quality to be checked, a separation between seller and reviewer, a gathering of evidence and an expression of opinion. User reviews can be viewed as an example of a verification process in action where users are charged with checking out the truthfulness of the blurb in a product’s specifications. The reviews can be considered as an illustration of what Power (1994) terms a first-order verificatory activity. Amazon reviewers are engaging with the product at first hand, dealing directly with issues such as reliability and service and then reporting upon their experiences virtually. Prospective consumers can deliberate upon the book or product’s quality by reading each consumer’s unique personal experiences with the book or product. The intimate and localised nature of this verification process is something which Power (1994) suggests may inform the future of auditing. Interestingly, his vision for the future of audit could easily be used to describe the user review process at work within Amazon:  

We may need to rehabilitate trust at the level of first-order performance … In doing so we need to reposition audit as a local and facilitative practice, rather than one that is remote and disciplinary … This will require a broad shift in control philosophy: from long distance, low trust, quantitative, disciplinary and ex-post forms of verification by private experts to local, high trust, qualitative, enabling, real time forms of dialogue with peers. (Power, 1994, p.40).

The dialogue among peers, that Power (1994) refers to within the above quotation, is a distinctive feature of the user reviews contained in Amazon. It is the very fact that fellow consumers themselves conduct this verification process that appears to invest the reviews with such trust and public legitimacy. Power (1997, p.2) has argued that checking is a product of habitat, and certainly the habitat of the internet appears to favour the opinion of the lay expert. Consequently, within the context of the virtual world, the online reviewer dons the mantle of ‘auditor’, conducts ‘audits’, and offers opinions. 

Such an assertion prompts us to consider what may be classified as audit. As noted earlier, the scope of audit is a fluid concept and attempts to define it can be futile. But as Power (1997, p.7) remarks, it is the very “vagueness of the idea” that ascribes auditing its power. If, as Pentland (2000) provocatively suggests, film critics can be perceived as auditors, then surely online reviews can be similarly regarded. Indeed, one can identify a dual process of audit at work within user review websites. First, there is the individual user review, an opinion on the quality of a product in which a “relation of accountability” (Power, 1997, p.6) is established between reviewer and user. Second, there is the broader apparatus associated with the hosting of user reviews: the rating of reviewers themselves (helpful, Top Reviewer, Verified Customer etc.) and the ability to comment and pass judgement on other reviews. This infrastructure helps to create further auditable content. Together these two technologies support the programmatic of audit in the virtual world. They represent the routines and checking mechanisms that are aligned with the broader programme of accountability that the user review purports to serve. As Power (1997, p.7) observers: 

Auditing may be a collection of tests and an evidence gathering task, but it is also a system of values and goals which are inscribed in the official programmes which demand it.     

Amazon is not unique in offering this programmatic ideal; the idea of the user review as audit can be similarly extended to other sites which seek to host a home for verification rituals. Indeed, from this perspective, the virtual world houses infinite possibilities for posting audit opinions and hence provides the ultimate example of the audit explosion (Power, 1994). 

Comparisons can also be drawn between the user review and the audit opinion. The audit opinion is trusted because it is seen as a construction by a neutral third party. As Pentland (1993, p.619) argues, for the audit ritual to be effective it must be performed by “the right people”. Auditors are perceived to be the right people due to the independence vested in their role (Malsch and Gendron, 2009). Indeed, one of the fundamental tenets of audit is its independence. The restrictions on auditors imposed by the Sarbanes-Oxley Act in 2002 were aimed at strengthening that perceived independence even further. Power (2011) however, has recently suggested that the traditional notion of auditor independence is a fluid concept. Certainly the scholarship on new audit spaces indicates that independence has become a contestable concept and that conventional conceptions of what independence means, and the value placed upon it, may no longer hold sway beyond the remit of financial audit. For example, as noted earlier, Jamal and Sunder’s (2011) investigation of the certification processes in the trading of baseball cards, found that certifiers who are technically less independent within the market place, are regarded as the valued providers of a quality service, while in the field of rugby, Andon and Free (2012) and Andon et al. (2014) suggest the importance of local knowledge and social capital in establishing the legitimacy of salary cap auditors. Equally, in a study by Knechel et al. (2006), the expertise of the auditor was found to be a more valued attribute than that of independence in the provision of non-financial assurance services. In the context of the virtual world, independence is still a valued attribute, but it is formed in a particular manner. As noted earlier, marketing researchers have found that internet users trust fellow users. There is a sense of community within online forums devoted to knowledge exchange and opinion sharing, a trust in the ‘honest opinion’ of fellow users. Hence there appears to be an inherent belief in the independence of the user review. Importantly however, independence also seems to be derived from the process of mass voting which is a characteristic of user review sites. As Mellet et al. (2014, p.21) observe “it is the accumulation and proliferation of subjective narratives, which the user is free to browse, that guarantees the formation of an objective judgment.” This suggests that independence in user review websites is constructed through the aggregation of subjective opinions. This may explain why sites which host more opinions, such as Amazon, are particularly popular: independence becomes vested in the power of the people on a grand scale. Hence, traditional notions of independence may take on a different form in new audit spaces such as the virtual world. Other valued concepts of financial audit may be similarly subject to modification in the translation process. 

In this manner, the paper suggests that the popularity of user reviews can help “to explain how credibility and legitimacy are accomplished, other than in terms of the truth or otherwise of what agents maintain” (Power, 2003, p.390). If a consumer cannot trust what the retailer maintains through its web advertising, s/he can trust the opinions of independent fellow users produced through a virtual verification process.  As such, the Amazon case is a useful illustration of how making things auditable (Power, 1996) in turn creates trust and comfort. Interestingly, the trust and comfort created by user reviews is for the benefit of the consumer/user rather than the subject of the review (product retailer/manufacturer). In contrast to financial audit then, the user review “amplifies the reputational risk of the auditee” (Power, 2011, p.325) rather than reinforcing their legitimacy. A further difference from financial audit is that the trust and comfort produced in virtual spaces is of course a much more dynamic affair in that reviews are constantly updated and are the product of numerous opinions, as opposed to the annual pronouncement of a single audit firm. The degree of trust and comfort accorded to an online review may also vary from individual to individual in contrast to the fairly uniform perception arising from financial audit. Recognising such differences does not lessen the significance of user reviews however, it simply forces us to expand our understanding of the concept of audit and how it can create assurance in new and novel ways. 

The case of Amazon also raises some important issues regarding the future of the audit profession. In the wake of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act in 2002, expanding the scope of audit was an obvious path for audit firms given the restrictions on consultancy opportunities. With its pedigree and history, array of international standards, and demanding entry requirements, the accounting profession seems well placed to take advantage of new frontiers in assurance provision. However, Forsberg and Westerdahl (2007) have argued that audit has become disconnected from society. If so, then what is to stop that society from creating its own version of audit within the virtual world, a version that effectively operates as a free public good? Is today’s blogger tomorrow’s auditor? It is not inevitable after all that the accounting profession retain territorial control over verification in the virtual world. Traditionally, the accounting profession has controlled its boundaries by imposing a challenging process of examination and training on potential entrants (Abbott, 1988). By contrast, the virtual world is an open and unrestricted space, requiring only internet access to enter. Accreditation in this context comes not in the form of formal qualifications but rather peer accolades such as Amazon Top Reviewer. How is the auditor to colonise such a domain? What can the “new assurance providers” (Andon et al., 2014) offer over and above the democratic voice of the user review?

One possible role for the professional auditor to play in this brave new world is to review the online reviewer. In other words, in order to avoid any rumblings of disquiet regarding the possibility of fictitious user reviews, platform providers such as Amazon, could decide to introduce a more visibly auditable system of control. For example, they could have their user reviews verified by a professional audit firm. This could comprise substantive testing of a sample of reviews for accuracy, or a systems based test of the site’s technological ability to publish credible reviews, or some combination of the two. Such a move might considerably help to remove any lingering doubts over the credibility of their reviews, and hence the rankings that they produce. Hence one new audit role in the virtual world could be embedded in certification practices such as those at work in the baseball cards market (Jamal and Sunder, 2011). New audit spaces require new audit roles. The challenge for the audit firm is to sway public opinion as to the value of such professional endorsements, that the reputation and status of the professional can add some additional degree of assurance in the world of user reviews. This may require the acquisition of new skills and expertise by the auditor as old competencies fail to hold sway. However, the reward for such a task may be potentially highly lucrative for the audit firm. Presumably the virtual world is one which can only grow in significance into the future. Replicating the successful user review system at play in Amazon seems an obvious choice for retail organisations, and hence opens up unlimited scope for the verification of such systems. There is a performativity element to any such professional intervention – the very act of annexing new audit spaces in turn may influence and shape those spaces. In this manner the audit profession may come to shape the contours of the virtual world. 
 
Expanding the scope of audit inevitably implies moving away from the core of traditional financial statement assurance. As Andon et al (2014) observe, this requires the audit profession to engage in strategic and entrepreneurial behaviour in order to legitimise new audit domains. New audit spaces require flexibility and improvisation. An example of such an entrepreneurial endeavour is provided in O’Dwyer et al.’s (2011) study of the attempts by one Big 4 firm to introduce a more user focus into sustainability assurance statements. To date, at least, there has been little or no evidence of any such innovation by the audit profession into the virtual world. If the future continues to witness the extraordinary dynamism of the internet, the audit firm is in danger of being left behind. Old debates over an ‘expectations gap’ may become redundant. The new gap that is emerging is between the jurisdiction of the conservative audit firm and the domain of the citizen in a digital age.      

8.	Conclusion
Recent years have witnessed the explosion of Web 2.0 platforms hosting a myriad array of online communities, virtual forums and blogs. User generated content now saturates social media. In particular, the user review has come to play an increasingly important role in electronic commerce decisions. The slogan ‘as chosen by you’ has become an almost ubiquitous marketing tool as sellers attempt to link their product to user generated preferences. The Amazon electronic retailer is a prominent example of a website that thrives on user reviews and in which electronic word of mouth communications coalesce to construct ratings of book or product quality. 

Given the significance of the virtual world in contemporary society, there is much to be gleaned by examining this novel arena. In particular, research on user review sites taps into the emergent movement within the field of auditing research which recognises the value of moving beyond the traditional site of financial audit to investigate what has been termed ‘folk auditing’ (Cooper and Morgan, 2013, p.433). By exploring assurance provision in new domains, it is suggested, fresh insights can be gleaned on the nature of audit. As the prior research of Andon and Free (2012), Jamal and Sunder (2011), and Jeacle and Carter (2011) has shown, modes of assurance can flourish beyond the traditional remit of financial audit. Consequently, the study of these new audit spaces can inform our understanding of how audit logics become transmogrified in alternate domains. Equally, it can shed light on the challenges facing the audit profession in attempting to establish legitimacy in new contexts. 

This paper seeks to contribute to this burgeoning field of research by examining the construction of assurance within a dominant internet player, Amazon. In this forum, the paper suggests, fellow users have become public ‘auditors’, their checks and verifications representing the voice of truth and hence assurance. Drawing on the work of Power (1996), the paper identifies in Amazon, three examples of how auditability is invoked: through rhetorics of measurability, auditable systems of control, and reliance on experts. It argues that the user reviews hosted within this site act a useful illustration of the audit explosion expounded by Power (1994) and hence further an understanding of the role of auditing in the creation of trust, assurance and comfort. In summary therefore, the paper argues that Amazon provides an illustrative example of the power of audit society in contemporary life and the manner in which its tentacles have found a firm foothold in the virtual world. 

The paper also acts as a further illustration of the role of accounting in everyday life (Hopwood, 1994, Jeacle 2009), and in particular, how accounting engages with popular phenomenon (Jeacle, 2012). Indeed, the emergence and spread of Web 2.0 sites cannot be understood in isolation from popular culture. As Beer and Burrows (2013, p.67) observe: “popular culture, and therefore the everyday experiences of myriad individuals, are being shaped and constituted by the social life of data”. By expounding the audit logics at play in Amazon, and the assurance this provides, this paper may help to explain the profusion and popularity of online user reviews in contemporary society. Through engaging with popular culture domains, accounting scholars can shed insights not only on their own discipline, but also the ways and means by which accounting in turn can shape popular culture, and hence contribute to broader debates within social science (Chapman et al., 2009). Considering the concept of audit in the context of popular culture can be mutually reinforcing: the power of audit is perhaps most vividly illustrated in the case of the everyday. Not alone is audit an idea which has assumed “a central role in both private and public sector policy” (Power, 1997, p.6) it is an idea that lies at the heart of everyday life and is becoming increasingly manifest in the user review of the virtual world. 



Notes:
1.	The Independent Newspaper (2013), “Google's 'shared endorsements' means your reviews might appear in adverts”, 14th October.
2.	Amazon website: http://phx.corporate-ir.net/phoenix.zhtml?c=176060&p=irol-factSheet (​http:​/​​/​phx.corporate-ir.net​/​phoenix.zhtml?c=176060&p=irol-factSheet​), (accessed February 2015).
3.	Note that given the vast product base offered by Amazon, not all products will have been subject to a customer review. 
4.	Amazon website: http://www.amazon.co.uk/gp/community-help/customer-reviews-guidelines (​http:​/​​/​www.amazon.co.uk​/​gp​/​community-help​/​customer-reviews-guidelines​), (accessed February 2015).
5.	Amazon website: http://www.amazon.co.uk/NUMATIC-HVR200-12-Vacuum-Cleaner-Bagged/dp/B00N3MDSDS/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&qid=1426612548&sr=8-1&keywords=amazon+henry, (accessed February 2015).
6.	Amazon website: http://www.amazon.co.uk/gp/help/customer/display.html/ref=hp_left_sib?ie=UTF8&nodeId=200267590 (​http:​/​​/​www.amazon.co.uk​/​gp​/​help​/​customer​/​display.html​/​ref=hp_left_sib?ie=UTF8&nodeId=200267590​), and   http://www.amazon.co.uk/gp/help/customer/display.html/ref=hp_left_sib?ie=UTF8&nodeId=201468010 (accessed February 2015).
7.	Amazon website: http://http://www.amazon.co.uk/product-reviews/B00N3MDSDS/ref=cm_cr_pr_hist_2?ie=UTF8&filterBy=addTwoStar&showViewpoints=0&sortBy=bySubmissionDateDescending (​http:​/​​/​www.amazon.co.uk​/​product-reviews​/​B00N3MDSDS​/​ref=cm_cr_pr_hist_2?ie=UTF8&filterBy=addTwoStar&showViewpoints=0&sortBy=bySubmissionDateDescending​) (accessed February 2015)
8.	Amazon website: http://www.amazon.co.uk/review/top-reviewers (​http:​/​​/​www.amazon.co.uk​/​review​/​top-reviewers​); and http://www.amazon.co.uk/review/hall-of-fame (​http:​/​​/​www.amazon.co.uk​/​review​/​hall-of-fame​) (accessed February 2015).
9.	Amazon website: http://www.amazon.co.uk/product-reviews/B00N3MDSDS/ref=cm_cr_pr_btm_helpful?ie=UTF8&showViewpoints=0&sortBy=byRankDescending (​http:​/​​/​www.amazon.co.uk​/​product-reviews​/​B00N3MDSDS​/​ref=cm_cr_pr_btm_helpful?ie=UTF8&showViewpoints=0&sortBy=byRankDescending​) (accessed June 2015)
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